Introduction
There are two treaties for the international global framework concerning prevention and control of pollution by ocean dumping. They are the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter 1972 (the "London Convention" or "LC" hereafter) and the 1996 Protocol to the London Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Waste and Other Matter 1972 (the "London Protocol" or "LP" hereafter). Although the latter was intended to accommodate new environmental principles, further modernize the former treaty, and eventually replace it, the LC Parties agreed to retain the LC as an active agreement in hopes that both its membership and new countries would join the LP, allowing the momentum to shift to the LP within a few years. This decision, however, did not lead to the intended outcome, creating the current confusion around the two treaties and the joint meeting for the LC and LP. Given the small membership of the LP, some scholars doubt whether it represents a new global standard replacing the LC [1] , whereas others simply note that the LC and the LP are the two separate agreements dealing with ocean dumping issues in addition to the 1982 UN Law of the Sea Convention (UNCLOS) [2] . Often, these views seem not only to disregard the problem that the current joint meetings pose but also to add confusion to the understanding of the two similar treaties.
The purpose of this paper is, therefore, to address the problem arising from the "two treaties in one family" approach instituted through the joint meetings of the governing bodies and the Scientific Groups for the two treaties and to put forward some suggestions to integrate the LC into the LP as a single global dumping regime. First, the paper will examine the relationship between the LC and the LP. Then, it will examine the issue of the LP membership and argue that the LP has become increasingly important so as to replace the LC. Finally, it will make some proposals to remove the current confusion between the two seemingly similar but in fact distinct global marine environmental treaties and, most importantly, to accomplish the eventual transition from the LC to the LP.
The relationship between the LC and the LP

History of the two ocean dumping treaties
In June 1972, Principle 7 of the Stockholm Declaration urged states to "take all possible steps to prevent pollution of the seas by substances that are liable to create hazards to human health, to harm living resources and marine life, to damage amenities or to interfere with other legitimate uses of the sea" [3] . Following Stockholm, global awareness of environmental issues increased dramatically and a global convention on dumping was concluded, that is, the London Dumping Convention (LC) 2 . Then, twenty years later on June 3-14, 1992, the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro, which has been called the "modern era" of international environmental law, was adopted, marking a major milestone in the evolution of international environmental law [4] . In the aftermath of the 1992 UNCED, parties to the existing environmental treaties reacted in various ways, contributing to huge progress in international environmental law.
As for the LC, the Parties agreed in 1993 to convene LC Amendment Group meetings in 1994, 1995 and 1996. In 1995, two-thirds of the Parties to the LC requested that, in accordance with Article XIV(3) (a) and 4(f) of the LC, IMO convene a special meeting in 1996 with a view to amending the LC through a single instrument [5] . It was decided that the special meeting would take the form of a diplomatic conference to consider and adopt integrated instruments setting forth the altered provisions of the LC resulting from a thorough review of the agreement and repeating the unaltered provisions of the LC with modifications that were necessary for flow and consistency. The Parties further decided that this integrated instrument would be called the "1996 Protocol to the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter 1972" [6] . Most parties favored a new treaty that would address the rather slow bureaucratic and legislative processes necessary for ratification in a few years. The form of a Protocol was chosen because the procedures for its adoption and entry into force were simpler than those of the LC and also to avoid a patchwork of obligations among the Parties. The content of the LP reflects the progress made in environmental management during the 1972-1996 period and the outcome of the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro.
Main differences
The two treaties differ significantly on a number of issues. First, they differ on several definitions and on the scope of their geographical application. The definition of dumping in the LC, which was later adopted as the definition of dumping in Article 1(5) of UNCLOS, includes any deliberate disposal of platforms or other man-made structures at sea but excludes the placement of matter for a purpose other than mere disposal, provided that such placement is not contrary to the aims of the Convention. The definition of dumping in the LP is almost the same as the one contained in the LC and UNCLOS, but the former also embraces "any storage of wastes or other matter in the seabed and the subsoil thereof from vessels, aircraft, platforms or other man-made structures at sea" and "any abandonment or toppling at site of platforms or other man-made structures at sea, for the sole purpose of deliberate disposal." Then, the definition of "sea" in the LP is defined as all marine waters other than the internal waters of States, as in the LC, but the LP also contains a separate provision on internal waters in Article 7 (1) . In addition, the LP includes a new definition of "pollution" that is based on Article 1 of UNCLOS. 3 Second, the two treaties differ in the materials that can be considered for dumping. Under both instruments, any disposal at sea requires a permit prior to the actual dumping, and it is required that the permit be issued only after careful consideration of all of the factors specified in the respective instrument, except in the case of emergencies. Yet, there was a major change in the approach to dumping from the LC to the LP. The LC included a list of materials that are prohibited from being disposed of in the sea as LC Annex I (the so-called "black" list) and a list of materials that require special care but may be considered for dumping as LC Annex II (the socalled "gray" list). 4 This negative listing approach does not allow the listed substances to be dumped at sea but allows other substances, subject to a government permit, to be dumped under the LC. In 1993, they adopted three resolutions amending the list in Annex I of substances and materials whose dumping is prohibited. 5 From January 1, 1996 onward, they made a further decision that the dumping of all industrial waste would be prohibited with the exceptions of dredged material, sewage sludge, fish waste, vessels and platforms or other man-made structures at sea, uncontaminated inert inorganic geological material, and uncontaminated organic materials of natural origin (LC Annex I paragraph 11) [7] . The LP took a much more restrictive approach than the LC concerning the types of wastes that may be dumped. The positive listing approach of the LP allows only the wastes listed in the instrument to be dumped, subject, of course, to obtaining a the effective control of all sources of pollution of the marine environment, and pledge themselves especially to take all practicable steps to prevent the pollution of the sea by the dumping of waste and other matter that is liable to create hazards to human health, to harm living resources and marine life, to damage amenities or to interfere with other legitimate uses of the sea. (2) LP Article 1.10 "Pollution" means the introduction, directly or indirectly, by human activity, of wastes or other matter into the sea which results or is likely to result in such deleterious effects as harm to living resources and marine ecosystems, hazards to human health, hindrance to marine activities, including fishing and other legitimate uses of the sea, impairment of quality for use of sea water and reduction of amenities. (3) UNCLOS Article 1.4 4) "pollution of the marine environment" means the introduction by man, directly or indirectly, of substances or energy into the marine environment, including estuaries, which results or is likely to result in such deleterious effects as harm to living resources and marine life, hazards to human health, hindrance to marine activities, including fishing and other legitimate uses of the sea, impairment of quality for use of sea water and reduction of amenities; 4 It was noted, however, that there is some ambiguity in the categories of "bulky items," "inert, inorganic geological material," and "organic material of natural origin." In 1999, Japan viewed the bauxite ore residue (red mud) remaining after aluminum extraction as "inert, inorganic geological material"; however, most Contracting Parties considered it industrial waste. This disagreement led to the development of "eligibility criteria for inert, inorganic geological material" in addition government permit. In the positive listing approach, the only way to add a substance to be considered for dumping to the instrument is by amending the instrument. Therefore, the positive listing approach removes ambiguities of the LC surrounding the scope of the materials that may be considered for dumping, and it is much more stringent than the negative listing approach. Third, the LP incorporates more recently developed environmental approaches such as the precautionary principle and "polluter pays" principle. Those principles were not included in the LC, although the LC Parties agreed on a definition for and the application of a precautionary approach for environmental protection within the framework of the LC and also agreed on the steps for the Contracting Parties to take to ensure the effective implementation of the precautionary approach in 1992 [8] .
Furthermore, dispute settlement is different. The LC Parties adopted the procedures for the settlement of disputes in 1978, and two-thirds acceptance was required for the amendment to enter into force [9] . As of 1992, only 20 Contracting Parties had accepted them, which is far short of the two-thirds acceptance required [9] . The Consultative Meeting halted the LC Parties' acceptance of the 1978 amendments concerning the procedures for the settlement of disputes in anticipation of the LP entering into force in the very near future. Unlike the LC, the LP has provisions for settlement of disputes (Article 16) and a detailed arbitral procedure (Annex 3). As for a compliance mechanism, there is no mechanism in the LC to determine whether or how parties are implementing the LC apart from the obligation to report on permits issued. The LP enhanced the reporting requirements and at the same time required the establishment of a compliance procedure to assess and promote compliance (Article 11) with its provisions. The Meeting of Contracting Parties to the LP has adopted those procedures and established a Compliance Group to promote compliance with the LP.
The LC and LP also differ in their depositaries. The LC designates four depositaries: the Government of Mexico, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America (LC Article XVIII). In contrast, the LP designates the Secretary General of IMO as its sole depositary (LP Article 28).Therefore, the LP Secretariat may lend assistance to prospective Parties with their accession to the LP as well as provide advice on the implementation of the LP (LP Article 19.2.2) [10] .
Legally separate instruments
The preamble of the LP recognizes the importance of the LC in protecting the marine environment and promoting the sustainable use and conservation of marine resources [11] . Article 25 of the LP provides that the LP shall enter into force on the 30th day following the date on which 26 states have deposited their instruments of ratification or accession, among which must be at least 15 Contracting Parties to the LC. 6 It is true that the LP resembles a continuation of the LC in terms of their history and purpose. Despite a number of similarities, however, the LC and the LP are legally separate treaties. They are different treaties with the same subject matter, with the LP as an updated and modernized treaty intended to eventually replace the LC. It is important to look at the legal relationship between the LC and LP to determine the rights and obligations of states. According to Article 30(4) of the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (VCLT), the legal relationship between the LC and the LP is as follows. (1) The LP applies to 45 countries, specifically between two states that are Party to both the LC and the LP (total 33 states, Annex 1) or to the LP only (total 12 states, Annex 1). (2) The LC applies to 87 countries, but Article 23 of the LP provides that the Protocol will supersede the Convention between Contracting Parties to the Protocol that are also Parties to the Convention. So the LC applies between states that are parties to LC but not the LP (total 54 states, Appendix A). In other words, the replacement of the Protocol with the Convention applies only to countries that are members of both the LC and the LP. In 2001, the Parties to the LC approved the text of draft Rules of Procedure for meetings under the LP, which became a draft submission to the first Meeting of Contracting Parties (MCP) [12] . Participants adopted, at the first MCP, the Rules of Procedure and agreed to produce one meeting report for both the LC and the LP [13] . According to the Rules of Procedure, if an issue were put to a vote, parties to each respective treaty would carry out the voting while the other treaty's members only acted as observers. The Rules of Procedure made it clear that combining the meetings under the two instruments would be optional rather than mandatory; therefore, it could be decided at each meeting whether the next meeting would be combined. Since then, the LC Parties and LP Parties have been regarded as "one family" for the purpose of organizing meetings under both treaties.
Problems
One might easily say that having a joint meeting for two legally separate treaties with the same subject has the advantage of avoiding duplication of work. However, among the 99 total Parties of LC and/ or LP, only 33 parties share the common issues, while 66 states (12 LP-only parties and 54 LC-only Parties) do not have any common treaty provision to comply with but are present in the same room. Thus, the notion of "two treaties in one family" appears to create a false sense that LC and LP Parties are one family, and this needs to be scrutinized. LP parties have continued working on LP amendments dealing with new ocean threats. However, LC Parties agreed in 2005 to no longer amend the LC with regard to newly emerging issues, including the sequestration of CO 2 streams [14] . By contrast, the Contracting Parties to the LP, at their first meeting in 2006, adopted amendments to the LP that regulate the sequestration of CO 2 streams from CO 2 capture processes in sub-seabed geological 6 This provision could suggest that the LC and LP take the so-called ConventionProtocol approach, similar to other international environmental agreements. According to this approach, the participating states first negotiate a framework convention, and once a framework convention is in place, more stringent obligations can be introduced through protocols; therefore, a set of treaties are adopted to achieve the objectives of the framework convention in a systemic way. This is how the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) work with their Protocols. This, however, is not the case for the LP. A close examination of the text of the LP reveals that the LP is in fact an entirely new treaty that modifies and adds to virtually every aspect of the LC. Furthermore, the LC is not a framework convention in that it is highly regulatory in nature.
formations. At its twenty-ninth session in 2007, the Meeting of Contracting Parties adopted "Specific Guidelines for Assessment of Carbon Dioxide Streams for Disposal into Sub-seabed Geological Formations", which complements the 2006 amendments on CO 2 sequestration in sub-seabed geological formations under resolution LP.1 (1) . Then, in 2013, Australia, Nigeria, and South Korea jointly proposed amendments to the LP that would formally extend the instrument's remit beyond ocean fertilization to include other possible forms of marine geo-engineering. The LP Parties adopted the amendments, adding a new Article 6bis that states that "Contracting Parties shall not allow the placement of matter into the sea from vessels, aircraft, platforms or other man-made structures at sea for marine geo-engineering activities listed in Annex 4, unless the listing provides that the activity or the sub-category of an activity may be authorized under a permit." Because the proposal took the form of amendments to the LP, the new rules covering ocean fertilization and other technologies would legally bind LP Parties when they are ratified and enter into force for those Parties. Most of the time at the joint meeting is spent on these discussions concerning the amendment of the LP, and LC Parties are officially left just as observers.
Yet more problematic is that LC Parties are not mere observers but are, in practice, allowed to intervene freely in the Working Group established to address new issues and to influence the texts of the LP that consequently bind the LP Parties. 7 In other words, they tend to shape the LP by attending the joint meeting without being subject to the Protocol and its compliance mechanism. In addition, the Working Group spends a considerable amount of time discussing how the same issue should be addressed under the LC [15] . For example, in a document prepared for the MCP in October 2013 (and still ongoing) on a multi-stakeholder process that would be used to consider amendment proposals to the new Annex 4 listing marine-geo-engineering activities, there has been substantial discussion over whether the Scientific Group of the LC as well as the Scientific Group of the LP should examine such proposals [16] . Confusion always remains.
LP as a single global dumping treaty under UNCLOS
UNCLOS is acknowledged to be an "umbrella convention" because most of its provisions can be implemented through specific operative regulations in other international agreements, regulations or standards. 8 As for dumping, Article 210 requires states to adopt laws and regulations to prevent and control pollution of the marine environment by dumping and provides that national laws, regulations and measures shall be no less effective in preventing, reducing and controlling such pollution than the global rules and standards [17] .
While not specified, these global rules and standards were noted to be the LC upon the entry into force of the UNCLOS in 1994 [18] . The definition of "dumping" under UNCLOS is copied from the LC, which was adopted years before. At the Seventeenth Consultative Meeting held in 1994, the Contracting Parties expressed their opinion that States Party to UNCLOS would be legally bound to adopt laws and regulations regarding dumping and they must be no less than effective than the global rules and standards contained in the LC.
This, however, was before the new treaty designed to eventually replace the LC came into force. Since the entry into force of the LP, the literature has provided different views about the global standards with regard to dumping. IMO cites the global standards as both the LC and the LP, as two treaties in one family. According to Beckman, the global rules and standards are arguable, and it is not clear how many States need to ratify the LP before it will be accepted as setting out the "global rules and standards" referred to in Article 210(6) of UNCLOS [19] . Louise de La Fayette says that the adoption of the LP could be considered a fulfillment of states' obligation, meaning that the LP can be considered the new global standards required under UNCLOS. With confusion and argument surrounding the issue of the global standard for dumping, the authors argue that the LP should be the global standard for now and the future based on the reasons below.
International law evolves over time, and environmental protection law in particular has evolved more quickly than any other field of international law. UNCLOS could evolve through a dynamic or living interpretation of treaty words reflecting the precautionary principle, the incorporation by reference of global standards mostly derived from IMO regulatory conventions, and amendment [20] . Judge Yankow has observed, "It is hard to conceive of the development of modern law of the sea and the emerging international law of the environment in ocean-related matters outside the close association and interplay between UNCLOS and Agenda 21." Alan Boyle has also pointed out that the definition of pollution in Article 1 has been modified to incorporate the precautionary principle, as have other articles, for example the obligation to carry out an environmental impact assessment in Article 206 and the general obligation to take measures to prevent, reduce, and control pollution under Article 194. The Southern Bluefin Tuna case suggested that the fisheries conservation articles of UNCLOS have been "modified" by the precautionary approach, and one of the most important principles approved by consensus is principle 15 of the 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. 9 According to Article 210 (4) of UNCLOS providing that "such rules, standards and recommended practices and procedures shall be re-examined from time to time as necessary," it is now time to reexamine and accept that the global standard for dumping is no longer the LC, but the LP, which not only embraces the precautionary principle through the positive listing approach but also continues to develop amendments to address newly emerging ocean threats. At the Nineteenth Consultative Meeting, the first after the adoption of the 1996 Protocol, the Greenpeace observer delegation urged states to ratify the Protocol as soon as possible. According to Greenpeace, the LP is "a guiding example of effective action" being taken pursuant to the provisions in Chapter 17 of Agenda 21 calling upon states to take further measures to protection the marine environment [21] . In addition, the LP is a more effective treaty than the LC in addressing emerging threats to the oceans and achieving the purpose of protecting and preserving the marine environment from all sources of pollution due to its stricter restrictions, amendment efforts, and compliance mechanism.
Despite its growing importance, the number of LP parties is far from sufficient, and its global acceptance still seems a distant goal. Although the LC and the LP have been treated like two treaties in one family, the LP should instead be regarded as a single global dumping treaty under UNCLOS, and we need to make a "decisive" effort to strengthen the membership of the LP, which was originally intended to replace the LC. 7 It is an urgent task for the global community to ensure that as many countries in the world as possible-and certainly 7 Even though the Rules of Procedure only allow Parties to make textual proposals, this rule tends to be observed loosely. In practice, observers' comments are taken into consideration in Working Groups or Intersessional Correspondence Groups, as the Groups tend to consider all written input in their work. In face-toface meetings, when there is an observer comment, chairs ask the room if participants agree with the comment. If there is no objection, observer comments are retained; if there is an objection, the Party view is retained. 8 These include the rules and standards contained in IMO treaties, the recommendations adopted by the IMO Assembly, the IMO Maritime Safety Committee (MSC) and the IMO Marine Environment Protection Committee (MEPC). 9 What is the tipping point at which the Protocol more clearly becomes those "global rules and standards"-50 percent or 60 percent? If all LC Parties moved over to the LP, this question would no longer arise.
all of the current LC Parties-become Parties to the newest, most stringent global rules and standards for ocean dumping. In this context, by what means can this task of driving the LC parties to join the LP most effectively be accomplished? This is an important question that should be posed by anyone who cares about making a difference in protecting the marine environment, and the next section attempts to put forward a number of realistic means to be considered for Contracting Parties of the LC and the LP. This part of the paper attempts to suggest feasible ways to replace the LC with the LP to enhance the broadest possible application of these global rules and standards.
5.
Steps leading to the eventual replacement of the LC
The importance of political will
Encouraging LC Parties to accede to the LP has proven very difficult in the 17 years since its adoption in 1996, as evidenced by the small number of LC Parties who have joined the LP. Although annual Meetings of the Contracting Parties provide a venue for discussing ways to help developing countries with technical and financial assistance with the aim of broader ratification of the LP, 10 many LC Parties do not appear ready to become bound by the Protocol [22] . The most important thing would be the political will of countries to shift the momentum from the temporary and undesirable status quo.
Enforcing the rules of procedure strictly for the meetings
Many commentators have attributed the slow pace of ratification of the LP to the lack of technical capability of most developing countries and a few industrialized countries and concluded that enhancing capacity in developing countries would facilitate their accession to the LP, which has more stringent rules. Based on the meeting reports, there also appear to be other perceived barriers that would prevent accession or ratification of the LP by LC-only parties. The false sense of belonging to the LP at the meeting without officially being contracting parties to the LP, which is based on the current "two treaties in one family" notion, is thought to be one of the reasons hampering progress towards ratification of the LP. To avoid this, LP parties could consider enforcing the Rules of Procedure strictly, i.e., not allowing LC Parties to participate in the LP issues to the extent that they currently do.
5.3.
Moving away from the "two treaties in one family" arrangement (1) LC parties: closing the depositaries of the LC To move away from the current "two treaties in one family" arrangement, the first thing for the LC parties to consider is amending Article XVIII 11 of the LC so as not to accept any new member, which implies closing of the depositaries of the LC. According to Article XV (1) (a) 12 of the LC, two-thirds of the LC Parties present in the Meeting should adopt the amendment. The participants who are parties to both the LC and the LP are highly likely to support this suggestion, and it would be useful to ask the opinions of LC-only parties on the closing of the depositaries in preparation for the shift towards the LP. Also, the LC Parties may adopt a resolution that the LC depositaries are required to advise any states wishing to become party that the only instrument available is the LP. (2) LP parties: adopting a resolution to strengthen the LP Countries need to share a common understanding that the LP has become the sole working global dumping treaty representing the "global standards and rules" under UNCLOS and join efforts to turn a new page towards an efficient global dumping regime. To this end, the LP parties could consider adopting a resolution that the LP constitutes the single global dumping standard in the contemporary law of the sea. This would help to transform the current "two treaties in one family" system into recognition of the LP as the single global dumping treaty under UNCLOS.
Termination of the LC and its integration into the LP
The LP member countries who are also Parties to the LC could notify an LC depositary of their intention of withdrawing from the LC. According to Article XXI 13 
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Considering that not all LC parties are fully ready to become parties to the LP, LP parties could establish an institutional method for carrying the member states of an earlier treaty into a later treaty. LC parties could decide that the LC be terminated within a few years, while LP parties could decide to observe a transitional period for the co-existence of the LC and the LP. Ending the LC and merging it into the LP on a date agreed upon in advance would provide predictability for policy-makers and also facilitate an orderly termination of the LC.
It is worth noting how the WTO handled the similar problem of its integration with the GATT. In the legal sense, the WTO Agreement is the successor of GATT 1947. On December 8, 1994 , the Preparatory Committee for the WTO invited the Contracting Parties to GATT 1947 to adopt a Decision on "Transitional Co-existence of the GATT 1947 and the WTO Agreement." Considering that not all contracting parties to the GATT 1947 were able to accept the WTO Agreement as of the date of its entry into force, they decided that the GATT 1947 and the WTO Agreement were to coexist for a limited period of time. 10 The LP has been criticized as not having a sufficient number of member states, especially among developing countries, due to the number of barriers to ratification, including the diffusion of authority among government agencies and a lack of experience with the development of the environmentally sound waste disposal programs required by the LP. (footnote continued) Thereafter the amendment shall enter into force for any other Party 30 days after that Party deposits its instrument of acceptance of the amendment. 13 Article XXI: Any Contracting Party may withdraw from this Convention by giving six months' notice in writing to a depositary, which shall promptly inform all Parties of such notice. 14 Article 23: This protocol will supersede the Convention as between Contracting Parties to this Protocol which are also Parties to the Convention. 15 Article 59. TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF THE OPERATION OF A TREATY IMPLIED BY CONCLUSION OF A LATER TREATY 1. A treaty shall be considered as terminated if all the parties to it conclude alter treaty relating to the same subjectmatter and: (a) It appears from the later treaty or is otherwise established that the parties intended that the matter should be governed by that treaty; or (b) The provisions of the later treaty are so far incompatible with those of the earlier one that the two treaties are not capable of being applied at the sametime. 2. The earlier treaty shall be considered as only suspended in operation if it appears from the later treaty or is otherwise established that such was the intention of the parties.
Article IX (original membership) provides that the contracting parties of GATT 1947 automatically became members of the WTO, while Article X (accession) states that the agreement was to be open to accession by other countries. LP Parties could adopt a new provision similar to Article 26, 16 now expired, which allowed any State that was not a contracting party to the LC before 31 December 1996 to notify the SecretaryGeneral of its inability to meet Protocol obligations, other than prohibiting incineration at sea or dumping of radioactive wastes, for a period of up to five years. Such a transition period could be set for three or five years, which may be sufficient to relieve some of the burden on potential LP member countries and to improve the process to ratify the LP. LC Parties and LP Parties at their joint meeting could decide upon a limit for the period of co-existence. This would be a more ambitious approach than mere termination of the LC but would force the issue.
Conclusions
The two global treaties that specifically regulate ocean dumping have had joint meetings based on the "two treaties in one family" concept and according to the Rules of Procedure since the entry into force of the LP in 2006. The gap between the two global ocean dumping treaties has widened as the LP Parties have striven to develop a well-functioning compliance mechanism and at the same time address newly emerging issues threatening the marine environment. Conversely, the LC Parties have agreed to not amend the LC further. This potentially makes it uncomfortable to continue to hold the meeting of the two bodies concurrently. This paper attempted to remove some of the confusion caused by the existence of the two seemingly identical but in fact distinct global marine environment treaties. It further proposed some transitional measures to have the LC eventually replaced with the LP as the single global dumping treaty. 
